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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of the Application 

[1] A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114. including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 7(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1 .1 14, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 2/1 5/07 
has been entered. 

[2] Claims 1 , 19, 28, 30-31 , and 33-50 are pending In the application. 

[3] Applicant's amendment to the claims, filed on 2/1 5/07, is acl^nowledged. This 

listing of the claims replaces all prior versions and listings of the claims. 

[4] Applicants' arguments filed on 2/1 5/07 have been fully considered. 

[5] The text of those sections of Title 35 U.S. Code not included in the instant action 

can be found in a prior Office action. 

Claim Objection 

[6] Claim 33 Is objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75(c). as being of improper dependent 
form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is 
required to cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper 
dependent form, or rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. Claim 19, from which claim 
33 depends, limits the substitution at position 194 to Val. However, claim 33 recites 
amino acids other than Val at position 194. Thus, claim 33 fails to further limit claim 19. 
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Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 112, Second Paragraph 

[7] Claims 33 and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragrapli, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

[a] Claim 33 is confusing in that claim 19, from which it depends, limits the 
substitution at position 194 to Val. However, claim 33 recites amino acids other than Val 
at position 194. It is unclear as to how a polypeptide with a Val corresponding to 
position 194 of SEQ ID N0:2 can simultaneously have other amino acids at the same 
position. It is suggested that applicant clarify the meaning of the claim. 

[b] Claim 40 is confusing as indicating "Ser at position 219" is a mutation. A review 
of the sequence listing of SEQ ID N0;2 indicates that Ser219 is the original, i.e., non- 
mutant, amino acid at position 219. It is suggested that applicant clarify the meaning of 
the claim. 

[8] The rejection of claims 1,19, 28, 30-31 , and 33-50 as being indefinite in the 
recitation of "wild-type Pseudomonas mendocina cutinase" or "wild-type P. mendocina 
cutinase" Is maintained for the reasons of record and the reasons stated below. The 
rejection was fully explained In a prior Office action. 

RESPONSE TO ARGUIVIENT: Applicant argues "[t]he specification teaches that 
the precursor protein... is the P. mendocina cutinase SEQ ID N0:2," pointing to p. 10, 
lines 14-17 of the specification. 



Application/Control Number: 1 07091 ,91 2 Page 4 

Art Unit: 1656 

Applicant's argument is not found persuasive. As noted in tiie prior Office action, 
the definition "wild-type" as given in the specification is "a precursor protein from which 
a variant is derived" (p. 6, lines 30-31). Although applicant appears to take the position 
that the temri "wild-type" is meant to refer to SEQ ID N0:2, it is noted that according to 
MPEP 21 1 1 .01 .IV, "[wjhere an explicit definition is provided by the applicant for a temn, 
that definition will control Interpretation of the term as it is used in the claim. Toro Co. v. 
White Consolidated Industries Inc., 199 F.3d 1295. 1301. 53 USPQ2d 1065. 1069 (Fed. 
Cir. 1999)." MPEP 21 1 1 .01 .11 states, "it is important not to import into a claim limitations 
that are not part of the claim." Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re 
Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). According to MPEP 
2111, "[djuring patent examination, the pending claims must be 'given their broadest 
reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification.'" In this case, interpreting the 
term "wild-type" as SEQ ID N0:2 would result in an improperiy narrow interpretation of 
the scope of the claim, because, as noted in a prior Office action, the definition of 
type" as provided in the specification encompasses not only those proteins that occur 
"naturally," but also encompasses mutant and variant proteins that are themselves 
precursors prior to further mutation. Put another way, in view of this definition of "wild- 
type," the claims encompass mutants of mutants. Because applicant asserts the term 
"wild-type" to encompass a nan-ow scope, namely SEQ ID N0:2, while the specification 
defines the scope of the temn as being much broader, it is unclear as to applicant's 
intended meaning of the temn. In accordance with applicant's admission that "wild-type" 
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P. mendocina cutinase is intended as being limited to SEQ ID N0:2, it is suggested that 
applicant amend the claim accordingly. See MPEP 21 11 , which states, "[a]pplicant 
always has the opportunity to amend the claims during prosecution." While applicant 
admits the temri "wild-type" is intended as being limited to SEQ ID N0:2, the 
specification. In accordance with MPEP 2111, the examiner has given the claims their 
broadest reasonable interpretation, construing the term "wild-type" as encompassing 
mutant and variant proteins that are themselves precursors prior to further mutation. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112, First Paragraph 

[9] Claims 30-31 , 35, 37, and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, 
as failing to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains 
subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to 
reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the 
application was filed, had possession of the claimed Invention. This is a new matter 
rejection. It is noted that claim 40 is included to the extent Ser is the original, i.e., non- 
mutant, residue present in SEQ ID N0:2. 

MPEP § 2163 states, "when filing an amendment an applicant should show 
support in the original disclosure for new or amended claims" and "[i]f the originally filed 
disclosure does not provide support for each claim limitation, or if an element which 
applicant describes as essential or critical is not claimed, a new or amended claim must 
be rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, para. 1, as lacking adequate written description." 
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The claims are drawn to cutinase variants witii mutations at positions 
corresponding to amino acids 192 and 194of SEQ ID N0:2 (corresponding to positions 
178 and 180 as disclosed in the specification or recited in the original claims) or at 
positions corresponding to amino acids 192 and 219 of SEQ ID N0:2 (con-esponding to 
positions 1 78 and 205 as disclosed in the specification or recited in the original claims). 

While the examiner can find support for a Met192A/al194/Gly21 9 triple mutant 
(see, e.g., p. 17, Table 3), the examiner can find no support for a 192/194 or a 192/219 
double mutant as encompassed by the claims. It is acknowledged that original claim 1 
recited, "[a] cutinase variant comprising substituting one or more amino acids at residue 
positions corresponding to sites 57-66, 68, 85, 86, 88, 125-127, 130, 148-152, 154, 155, 
176-183, or 204-211 of Pseudomonas mendocina cutinase SEQ ID N0:2." However, 
while the 192/194 or 192/219 double mutants are encompassed by the original claim 1, 
as acknowledged by the Court in In re Ruschig, 379 F.2d 990, 995, 154 USPQ 1 18, 123 
(CCPA 1967), "a 'laundry list' disclosure of every possible moiety does not constitute a 
written description of every species in a genus because it would not 'reasonably lead' 
those skilled in the art to any particular species." See also Purdue Pharma LP. v. 
Paulding Inc., 56 USPQ2d 1481 (Fed. Cir. 2000), wherein the Court stated, -[a]s 
Ruschig makes clear, one cannot disclose a forest in the original application, and then 
later pick a tree out of the forest and say 'here is my invention.' In order to satisfy the 
written description requirement, the blaze mari^s directing the skilled artisan to that tree 
must be in the originally filed disclosure." Applicant is invited to show support for the 
limitation(s) at issue. 
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[1 0] The new matter rejection of claims 1,19.31, 34-41 , 44, and 46-50 under 35 
U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, is maintained for the reasons of record and the reasons 
stated below. The rejection was fully explained In the prior Office action. 

RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT: Applicant argues the rejection is obviated by 
amendment "to recite the specific substitution(s) that are contained in the cutinase 
variant(s)." 

Applicant's argument is not found persuasive. In this case, the amendment fails 
to overcome the new matter rejection. As noted in prior Office actions, the basis for the 
rejection is a lack of support in the original application for a cutinase variant having 
mutation at position 192 or 194 and any other mutations having the combination of 
increased polyesterase activity and enhanced thermostability. While applicant argues 
the amendment to recite "containing" or "contains" limits the variants to having the 
specifically recited substitutlon{s), it Is noted that according to MPEP 21 1 1 .03, "[t]he 
transitional tenri 'comprising', which is synonymous with... 'containing, '...is inclusive or 
open-ended and does not exclude additional, unreclted elements or method steps." As 
such, the examiner has construed the claims in accordance with MPEP 2111 .03 and 
MPEP 21 1 1 as encompassing a cutinase variant with mutation at position 
corresponding to 192 or 194 of SEQ ID N0:2 and any other mutations, wherein the 
variant has increased polyesterase activity and/or enhanced thermostability. 

Applicant is invited to show support for the limitation at issue in the claims. 
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[11] The written description rejection of claims 1,19, 28, 30-31 , and 33-50 under 35 
U.S.C. 112, first paragrapli, is maintained for the reasons of record and for the reasons 
stated below. The rejection was fully explained in a prior Office action. 

RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT: Applicant argues the rejection is obviated by 
amendment and that the claims as amended are directed to cutinase variants 
"containing" specific mutations. 

Applicant's argument is not found persuasive. In this case, the amendment fails 
to overcome the written description rejection. As noted in prior Office actions, the basis 
for the rejection is the failure of the disclosed representative species to reflect the 
structural variation among the members of the genus. While applicant argues the 
amendment to recite "containing" or "contains" limits the variants to having the 
specifically recited substitution(s), it is noted that according to MPEP 21 1 1 .03, "[t]he 
transitional term 'comprising', which is synonymous with... 'containing,'... Is inclusive or 
open-ended and does not exclude additional, unrecited elements or method steps." As 
such, the examiner has construed the claims in accordance with MPEP 2111 .03 and 
MPEP 21 1 1 as encompassing a cutinase variant with mutation at position 
coresponding to 192 or 194 of SEQ ID N0:2 and any other mutations, wherein the 
variant has increased polyesterase activity and/or enhanced themriostability. Thus, while 
the claims recite the specific mutation(s) con-esponding to position(s) 192, 194, 
192/194, or 192/194/219 of SEQ ID N0:2, the remaining sequence of the resulting 
variant polypeptide is completely undefined. As such, the genus of claimed cutinases 
encompasses species that are widely variant with respect to their structures. While the 
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cutinase variants are required to have the "common structural characteristic" of mutation 
at position corresponding to 192. 194. 192/194, or 192/194/219 of SEQ ID N0:2, this 
"common structural characteristic" does not constitute a substantial portion of the 
genus. In view of the substantial variation among species of the genus and that the 
"common structural characteristic" does not constitute a substantial portion of the 
genus, the disclosed representative species of variants of SEQ ID N0:2, wherein a 
position or positions corresponding to 192, 194, 192/194. or 192/194/219 is/are 
mutated, fail to represent the entire qenus of claimed cutinase variants. Consequently, 
the claimed genus of cutinase variants is not adequately described by the specification. 

[12] The scope of enablement rejection of claims 1,19, 28, 30-31 , and 33-50 under 
35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, is maintained for the reasons of record and for the 
reasons stated below. The rejection was fully explained in a prior Office action. 

RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT: Applicant argues the rejection is obviated by 
amendment and that the claims as amended are directed to cutinase variants 
"containing" specific mutations. 

Applicant's argument is not found persuasive. In this case, the amendment fails 
to overcome the written description rejection. As noted in prior Office actions, the basis 
for the rejection is that undue experimentation is required to make the full scope of the 
claimed cutinase variants. While applicant argues the amendment to recite "containing" 
or "contains" limits the variants to having the specifically recited substitution(s), it is 
noted that according to MPEP 2111.03, "[t]he transitional tenn 'comprising', which is 
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synonymous with... 'containing,'... is inclusive or open-ended and does not exclude 
additional, unrecited elements or method steps." As such, the examiner has construed 
the claims in accondance with MPEP 21 1 1 .03 and MPEP 21 1 1 as encompassing a 
cutinase variant with mutation at position corresponding to 192 or 194 of SEQ ID N0:2 
and any other mutations, wherein the variant has increased polyesterase activity and/or 
enhanced thermostability. Thus, while the claims recite the specific mutation(s) 
corresponding to position(s) 192, 194, 192/194, or 192/194/219 of SEQ ID N0:2. the 
remaining sequence of the resulting variant polypeptide is completely undefined. 
Accordingly, the examiner has broadly, but reasonably interpreted the claims as being 
drawn to a cutinase variant having mutation at position 192 and 194 and any position(s) 
corresponding to SEQ ID N0:2. As such, the claims broadly encompass a vast number 
of cutinase variants without providing guidance regarding those variants that will likely 
exhibit the desired increased thermostability and optionally increased polyesterase 
activity. As previously noted (see pp. 12-13 of the Office action mailed 1/29/2004), and 
undisputed by applicants, without such guidance, it is highly unpredictable as to which 
mutation(s) in addition to positions 192, 194, 192/194, or 192/194/219 can be made with 
an expectation of maintaining the desired activity/utility. In view of the lack of guidance 
and working examples, trial and error experimentation is required to make the full scope 
of claimed variants, which was not routine at the time of the invention. Further, it is 
noted that the examiner's position that there is a high level of unpredictability in making 
all cutinase variants as encompassed by the claims is supported by applicant's instant 
response, which states (in relevant part), "[a]t the time the invention was made it was 
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well established that altering amino acid sequences could result not only in differences 
in expression and secretion levels of the protein but also alter the properties of the 
protein" and that because "[i]t is very likely that altering the amino acids in the catalytic 
region would result in a decrease in the enzymatic activity or thermostability. . .one 
skilled in the art would not have a reasonable expectation of success in altering the 
amino acid sequence as presently claimed... would enhanced thermostability and/or 
polyesterase activity" (instant response at p. 1 1 , bottom). Thus, in accordance with 
applicant's statement, while a skilled artisan would have an expectation of success for 
obtaining cutinase variants having enhanced thermostability and/or polyesterase activity 
by mutating SEQ ID N0:2 according to those specifically disclosed embodiments, one 
of skill in the art would not have an expectation of success for obtaining such variants at 
other positions of SEQ ID N0:2. As such, it is the examiner's position that undue 
experimentation would be required for a skilled artisan to make the full scope of 
cutinase variants as broadly encompassed by the claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
[13] Claim(s) 1 , 28, 39, 41-42, 47, and 49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Poulouse et al. The claims (in relevant part) are drawn to 
variants of P. mendocina cutinase having mutation at a position corresponding to Ile192 
or Phe194 of SEQ ID N0:2, wherein the variant has increased polyesterase activity 
and/or enhanced thermostability (claims 1 and 39) or wherein the variant is more 
thermostable and has hydrolytic activity on polyester (claims 28 and 41-42). 
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Poulouse et al. teach that it would be useful to modify P. mendocina cutinase In 
order to alter Its perhydrolysis/hydrolysis ratio, kcat, and Km (column 2, lines 52-54). In 
order to do this, Poulouse suggest altering an amino acid within "about six amino acids 
on either side of a catalytic amino acid" of P. mendocina cutinase (column 5, lines 42- 
57). See also claim 4, which nanx)ws the alteration(s) to within four amino acids of the 
catalytic amino acid. Poulouse et al. identify Ser126, Asp176, and His206 (as 
acknowledged by applicant, conresponding to amino acids 140, 190, and 220, 
respectively, of SEQ ID N0:2 herein) as the P. mendocina cutinase catalytic triad amino 
acids (column 7, lines 12-14). Poulouse et al. suggest replacing each of the amino acids 
within six of the catalytic triad with the 1 9 other amino acids to select for those that have 
the "best ratio or substrate specificity" (column 6, lines 41-47). Poulouse et al. do not 
actually mutate an amino acid within "about six amino acids on either side of a catalytic 
amino acid" of P. mendocina cutinase. 

Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to mutate position 178 or 180 of the P. mendocina lipase of 
Poulouse et al. (corresponding to amino acid 192 or 194 of SEQ ID N0:2 herein) with 
any amino acid. One would have been motivated to mutate position 178 or 180 of P. 
mendocina lipase in order to mutate an amino acid within 6 amino acids of a catalytic 
amino acid as suggested by Poulouse et al. One would have a reasonable expectation 
of success for mutating position 178 or 180 of P. mendocina lipase of Poulouse et al. 
because of the results of Poulouse et al. Therefore, claims 1 , 28, 39, 41-42, 47, and 49, 
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drawn to the P. mendocina cutinase variant as described above would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary sl<ill in the art at the time of the invention. 

[14] Claim(s) 30-31 , 35, 37, 43-46, 48, and 50 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Poulouse et al. The claims (in relevant part) are drawn to 
variants of P. mendocina cutinase having mutation at a position corresponding to Ile192 
and Phe194, Ile192 and Ser219, or Phe194 and Ser219 of SEQ ID N0:2, wherein the 
variant has increased polyesterase activity and/or enhanced themnostability or wherein 
the variant is more thennostable and has hydrolytic activity on polyester. 

The teachings of Poulouse et al. are described above. Poulouse et al. further 
teaches that multiple substitutions within the six amino acids of the catalytic triad "can 
be done to optimize the results" (column 6, lines 47-49) and show working examples of 
double mutants, comprising mutation of Ser205 (corresponding to position 219 of SEQ 
ID N0:2 herein) and another amino acid position within six amino acids of the catalytic 
triad, which maintain catalytic activity (columns 15-18). See also claim 4, which narrows 
the range of amino acids to four amino acids within the, catalytic triad amino acid. 
Poulouse et al. do not actually make a double mutant of P. mendocina cutinase as 
encompassed by the claims. 

Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to rnutate position 178 or 180 and position 205 of the P. 
mendocina lipase of Poulouse et al. (corresponding to amino acid 192 or 194 and 219, 
respectively, of SEQ ID N0:2 herein) with any amino acid. One would have been 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/091 ,91 2 Page 1 4 

Art Unit: 1656 

motivated to make a double mutant at positions 178 or 180 and 205 of P. mendocina 
lipase in order to attempt "to optimize the results" as suggested by Poulouse et al. One 
would have a reasonable expectation of success for mutating position 178 or 180 and 
205 of P. mendocina lipase of Poulouse et al. because of the results of Poulous6 et al. 
Therefore, claims 30-31, 35, 37. 43-46, 48. and 50, drawn to the P. menc/oc/na cutinase 
variant as described above would have, been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention. 

[15] Claim(s) 19, 33-34, 36, 38, and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Poulouse et al. The claims (in relevant part) are drawn to variants of 
P. mendocina cutinase having mutation at a position conresponding to Ile192, Phe194, 
and Ser219 of SEQ ID N0:2 herein, wherein the variant has increased polyesterase 
activity and/or enhanced thermostability or wherein the variant is more themiostable 
and has hydrolytic activity on polyester. 

The teachings of Poulouse et al. are described above. Poulouse et al. further 
teaches that multiple substitutions within the six amino acids of the catalytic triad "can 
be done to optimize the results" (column 6, lines 47-49), see also claim 4, which 
narrows the range of amino acids to four amino acids within the catalytic triad amino 
acid. Poulouse et al. do not actually make a triple mutant of P. mendocina cutinase as 
encompassed by the claims. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to mutate position 178, 180, and position 205 of the P. mendocina lipase of 
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Poulouse et al. (corresponding to amino acid 192, 194, and 219, respectively, of SEQ 
ID N0:2 herein) with any amino acid. One would have been motivated to make a triple 
mutant at position 1 78, 1 80, and 205 of P. mendocina lipase because of the specific 
guidance of Poulouse et al. to make multiple substitutions within the six amino acids of 
the catalytic triad mutate in order to attempt "to optimize the results" as suggested by 
Poulouse et al. One would have a reasonable expectation of success for mutating 
position 178, 180, and 205 of P. mendocina lipase of Poulouse et al. because of the 
results of Poulouse et al. Therefore, claims 19, 33-34, 36, 38, and 40, drawn to the P. 
mendocina cutinase variant as described above would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention. 

RESPONSE TO ARGUMENT: Applicant argues the reference does not teach or 
suggest the activity of any mutant enzyme for polyester as is required for the instant 
claims and thus, according to applicant, the claimed invention would not have been 
obvious in view of the teachings of Poulouse et al. 

Applicant's argument is not found persuasive. Poulouse et al. teaches it would be 
useful to modify P. mendocina cutinase in order to alter its perhydro lysis/hydrolysis 
ratio, kcat, and Km (column 2, lines 52-54). In order to do this, Poulouse suggest 
altering "about six amino acids on either side of a catalytic amino acid" of P. mendocina 
cutinase (column 5, lines 42-57). Poulouse et al. identify Ser126, Asp176, and His206 
(as acknowledged by applicant, corresponding to amino acids 140, 190, and 220, 
respectively, of SEQ ID N0:2 herein) as the P. mendocina cdtlnase catalytic triad amino 
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acids (column 7, lines 12-14). Poulouse et al. suggest replacing each of the amino acids 
within six of the catalytic triad with the 19 other amino acids to select for those that have 
the "best ratio or substrate specificity" (column 6, lines 41-47). This a clear suggestion 
to make all single amino acid variants within six amino acids of the catalytic triad amino 
acid. Thus, In making the variants as suggested by Poulouse et al., one would have 
made the position 192 and 194 variants with any amino acid at either of these positions, 
which would Inherently have increased polyesterase activity and/or themnostability. 
While it is acknowledged that Poulouse et al. did not specifically seek to increase 
polyesterase activity and/or thennostabllity, as noted In the prior Office action, MPEP § 
2144 makes clear that "[i]t Is not necessary that the prior art suggest the combination to 
achieve the same advantage or result discovered by applicant." 

Further, Poulouse et al. teach that multiple substitutions within the six amino 
acids of the catalytic triad "can be done to optimize the results" (column 6, lines 47-49) 
and show working examples of double mutants, comprising mutation of Ser205 and 
another amino acid position within six amino acids of the catalytic.triad, which maintain 
catalytic activity (columns 15-18). See also claim 4, which narrows the alteration(s) to 
within four amino acids of the catalytic amino acid. Thus, one of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to make multiple substitutions in the range of amino acids 
identified by Poulouse et al., which would have encompassed the mutants as 
encompassed by the claims, wherein these mutants which would inherently have 
increased polyesterase activity and/or thermostability. Thus, in view of the teachings of 
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Poulouse et al., it is the examiner's position that the claimed invention would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention. 



Conclusion 

[16] Status of the claims: 

• Claims 1,19, 28, 30-31 , and 33-50 are pending. 

• Claims 1,19, 28, 30-31 . and 33-50 are rejected. 

• No claim is in condition for allowance. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David J. Steadman whose telephone number is 571- 

272- 0942. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon to Thurs, 7:30 am to 4:00 
pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kathleen Kerr Bragdon can be reached on 571-272-0931 . The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 

Infomnation regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status infomnation for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infomnation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). ^ ^ 



David J. Steadman, Ph.D. 
Primary Examiner 
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